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A NOTE ON METHODOLOGY

The Nature of this Work

This volume presents an original English elucidation and commentary, prepared through
a combination of advanced language and translation technology and human editorial over-
sight. The methods employed were carefully configured to adhere to Orthodox Jewish
hashkafa and to preserve fidelity to the original Hebrew text. Even so, this edition does
not carry the authority of a translation prepared and certified by a full team of rabbinic
scholars.

Usage and Limitations

This translation is intended as a tool to help advanced learners access the depth of the orig-
inal work. It is not intended to replace the original Hebrew source, nor to serve as a substi-
tute for study under a qualified teacher.

Because the nuance of Torah study often transcends any single method of preparation, we
ask the reader to keep two things in mind:

1. Verification: Any novel insight, ruling, or conclusion drawn from this translation
should be checked against the original Hebrew.

2. Consultation: All practical questions or derived lessons should be discussed with

and verified by a qualified rabbinic authority before being relied upon.

The goal of this edition is to make these teachings accessible to a wider audience, but the
responsibility for accurate understanding and practical application remains with the reader.
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78 8-  SIMAN 647: LAWS OF THE WILLOW (§8)

AH: The Aruch HaShulchan agrees that whitening is the test. For willows with large
leaves, he specifically rejects the test of whether the leaves crumble under a fingernail.

SPUWT TIIN 2192 PRy whn RPY ,27R02 MIanYn Pamnws et ww YT —
Know that one must be careful when inserting the willows into the lulav, that the
leaves should not be torn off over the majority of the required length.

[ @ HavracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

Leaves That Grow Only on Side Shoots

Shevet HaLevi 7:61; Teshuvos v’Hanhagos 2:313; Orchos Rabbeinu vol. 2 p.
256: A willow cut from a young tree may have small, leafy side shoots while the branch
itself has no leaves along the three tefachim required for the mitzvah. Shevet HaLevi
7:61 and Teshuvos v’ Hanhagos 2:313 rule that such a willow is valid. The requirement
that leaves cover the wood applies to a hadas, not to a willow.

Nevertheless, because willows are readily available, both authorities prefer a willow
with leaves growing directly on the branch. A branch with a number of such leaves is
mehudar. The side shoots do not need to be removed. Orchos Rabbeinu vol. 2 p. 256
records that R’ Yaakov Yisrael Kanievsky did not trim them, even within the three
tefachim.

In places where willows begin sprouting only shortly before Sukkos, these leafless
branches are common. The same authorities suggest pruning the tree about a month
before Sukkos so that new branches will grow with leaves on the wood itself.

[ @ HaracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS @

Leaves that are split, torn, or pierced

Mishnab Berurah sk. 9; Orchos Chaim sk. 4, glosses of Maharsham, cit-
ing Daas Kedoshim; Zichron Avraham: The Aruch HaShulchan discusses willow
leaves that have become dislodged from the stalk but remain attached. He treats them
as if they had fallen. He treats split or divided leaves the same way when most of the
leaves are affected. This ruling follows the Maggid Mishneb and the Magen Avrabam.
Mishnab Berurab sk. 9 cites the Maggid Mishneb. Dislodged, split, or divided leaves
count as leaves that were torn away and invalidate the willow. This applies only when
most of the leaves are affected. The Magen Avrabham holds that one should be strin-
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gent like the Maggid Mishneb because willows are easy to obtain. As a matter of strict
law, however, such a willow is valid.

There is a separate rule for damage to an individual leaf. The willow is valid if only part
of each leaf is missing. It is invalid if most of each leaf is missing and most of the leaves
are affected. This rule appears in Orchos Chaim sk. 4, in the glosses of Maharsham,
citing Daas Kedoshim.

Zichron Avrabam discusses a rainy year in which willow leaves grow with holes. He
rules that these leaves should not be disqualified. This implies that, I'chatchilah, a per-
son should seek leaves that are whole and have no holes.

@ HaracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

Drooping Leaves and a Bent Willow Tip

Chazon Ish 146:35; Orchos Rabbeinu vol. 2 pp. 254-256: Chazon Ish 146:35
rules that leaves which have come loose and hang downward are invalid as a matter of
law, because willows do not naturally grow that way.

A tip that bends over is different. It does not invalidate the willow, because willow tips
naturally bend due to their softness. Orchos Rabbeinu vol. 2 pp. 254-256 records that
the Chazon Ish did not insist that willow tops stand upright. It also records that R’
Yaakov Yisrael Kanievsky said there is no need to be particular about this.
Nevertheless, R’ Yaakov Yisrael Kanievsky was sometimes particular. He would
either add a ring at the top to tie the bent willow to the lulav, or hold the willow upright
while reciting the blessing.

@ HaracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

The Livlov at the Top of a Willow

Chaim uBerachab os 246; Kashrus Daled Minim p. 130; Mishnah Berurah
sk. 11; Daled Minim HaShalem, Miluim to the laws of aravah os }; Orchos
Rabbeinu vol. 2 p. 253: The disqualification of a cut tip refers to the wood of the
willow. A cut or broken top leaf does not invalidate it. Even if the livlov, the upper-
most leaf that has begun to bud but has not fully opened, falls off entirely, the wil-
low remains valid (Chaim uBerachah os 246; Kashrus Daled Minim p. 130). Strictly
speaking, a livlov is not required. The willow may be used even /chatchilah if itis clear
that the wood at the top was not cut.

The widespread practice is to seek a willow with a livlov because it proves that the
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wood was not cut. Chaim uBerachah gives another basis for this practice: the Shilte:
Giborim (Sukkah 33b), cited by the Bach, says that the top leaf is essential to the wil-
low’s validity. Daled Minim HaShalem adds that the Meiri is stringent when the top
leaf was cut. However, Orchos Rabbeinu vol. 2 p. 253 records that R’ Yaakov Yisrael
Kanievsky did not insist on a willow with a livlov.

Mishnah Berurah sk. 11 writes that because willows are easy to obtain, it is good
chatchilab for no leaves to be missing along the three tefachim. This applies espe-

cially to the top leaf.

MW Y N°3nn
Tamrzis ARUCH HASHULCHAN
The siman’s dinim in brief — The Kosher Willow (Aravah)

From the Braitman Family Edition of the Tamtzis Aruch HaShulchan series, published by Kesser Shem Tov Press.

IDENTIFYING THE KOSHER WILLOW

The aravah (“arvei nachal”) of the Torah is a
specific species: its leaf is elongated like a stream,
its edge is smooth, and its stem is red. (AH §1; Ram-
bam, Hilchos Lulav, ch. 7) Most of this species grows by
streams, hence “arvei nachal”; but even one grown
in the desert or on the mountains is kosher. (AH §1)

A similar species that is disqualified is the
tzaftzafab: its leaf is round, its edge is like a saw,
and its stem is not red. (AH §1)

There is a type of aravab whose leaf-edge is not
smooth, yet is not like a saw either, but has very
tiny serrations like the edge of a small sickle — and
this is kosher. (AH §1)

THE LEAF-EDGE: SICKLE VERSUS SAW

An edge resembling a sickle (magal) is kosher; one
resembling a saw (masor) is disqualified. (AH §2;
Sukkah 34a)

* According to Rambam the difference is one
of size: sickle-like has small serrations, saw-like
has large ones (with no defined measure given).

(AH §2; Rambam)

* According to Rashi, Rosh, and the Tur the dif-
ference is in the shape: saw-like has notches
running straight, each with two points on ei-
ther side like a knife-notch, whereas sickle-like
has all its notches leaning to one side, curved
toward the handle. (AH §2; Rashi, Rosh, and Tur)

A leaf resembling a sickle is kosher, whether by
Rambam’s understanding or by Rashi and the
Tur’s — for in truth the serrations are not the es-
sential factor in the arzvah. (AH §4)

As a practical matter, any leaf whose serrations
are not large to the eye, or that does not have the
two-pointed notches, is not “resembling a saw”
and is kosher. (AH §4; Tosefta, ch. 2)

OuUrR Two CoMMON VARIETIES

Both common varieties have elongated leaves and
reddish stems: one has larger, non-smooth leaves
(sickle-like per Rashi and the Tur) with a very red
stem; the other has small smooth leaves with a stem
thatis not reddish — and both are kosher in law.
(AH§3)
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Even a green stem is kosher, since it will eventually

turn red when the sun shines on it. (AH §3; Rema)l

Some are particular to use the large-leaved variety
for its redness; some are particular to use the small-
leaved variety for its smoothness and because it is
sturdier — the large leaves fall off frequently and
dry out quickly. (AH §3)

PLACE OF GROWTH

An aravab is kosher whether it grew by the water,
in a valley or plain, on the mountains, or in a field
watered only by rain or by hand — the species is
what matters, not the location. (AH §7; Sukkabh 34a)

Contrary to a stringent view, there is no prefer-
ence or extra mitzvah min hamuvchar for willows
that grow by the water, and the widespread prac-
tice is not to seek this out. (AHS§s; Rosh)2

DisQuALIFICATIONS AND DAMAGE

If most of the leaves dried out, or most fell off,
or the top of the branch was severed — itis dis-
qualified. (AH §8)3

* Rambam holds thata severed top is kosher in an
aravahb just as in a hadas, and one may rely on

him when no other is available. (AH§s; Rambam)4
If a berry-like growth (tamrah) came up on it
— itis kosher, as with a hadas. (AH§8; Eliyahu Rabbah)®

If the leaves were detached from the stem
(nifretzu) — dangling loose though still attached
— it is disqualified, like split-off Julav leaves. (AH
§8)

If the leaves were split and divided along most
of their length in the majority of the leaves — it is
disqualiﬁed. (AH §8; Maggid Mishneh and Magen Avraham)6

If it is merely wilted, or a minority of leaves
fell off — it is kosher bedieved. (AH §8)

Leaves are considered “dried out” when they
turn white, as with a hadas; one does not go by the
fingernail-crumbling test. (AH §8)

* Especially with the large-leaved willows, which
dry out within a day and crumble quickly, one
cannot rely on the fingernail test but goes by
the change of color to white. (AH §8)

When inserting the willows into the lulav
holder, one must take care not to strip off the
leaves along the majority of the required length.
(AHS8)

NoTES

1. see Mishnab Berurah 2, that any color not actually
white counts as red, but the Pri Megadim requires
all three simanim and disqualifies if one is missing.

2. see Mishnab Berurahb 3, that some hold it is bet-
ter Jechatchilab to take those grown by the stream,
though the Taz implies one need not be particular.

3. see Mishnah Berurah 8, warning that leaves com-
monly fall off through insertion into the /ulav and
n¥11Y — especially with a community Julav — so on
the first day one should appoint someone to watch
this.

4. see Mishnah Berurah 10, that a severed top disqual-

ifies only when the wood is severed, not merely the
leaves, and per the Ritva a dried or top-severed ar-
avah is pasul all seven days since its name is no longer
upon it.

S.see Mishnah Berurah 11, that lechatchilab one should
not take such an aravah, though the Eliyahu Rab-
bab permits it even lechatchilab — and since willows
are readily available it is best to be machmir.

6. see Mishnabh Berurah 9, that per the Maggid Mishneh
leaves that dangle, split, or divide count as nzfretzu
and are pasul, and the Magen Avrabam rules strin-
gently since willows are readily available.
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Siman 648: The Laws of the Esrog: Def-
inition, Validity, and Disqualifications

§1 ,39908 11 - "7 Y °2" — “The fruit of a beautiful tree” — this refers to the
esrog, and the Sages derive this identification as follows: 1772118y QYLY ynwn "vy "12"7
29T0R2 9N MY — for “the fruit of a tree” implies that the taste of its wood and
its fruit are the same, and this is the case with the esrog. Additionally, there is another
derivation: ,3WY MAWM 117°K3 9777 - "IT7 ¥ *12" WIT 191 — And similarly we
expound: “the fruit of a beautiful tree” — [a fruit] that dwells (hadar) on its tree
from year to year, meaning it remains on the tree for an extended period, 3INNTT QIR
.03 WY 0INW 19°RT DY 07PNR — because the esrog remains on the tree for two
or three years. .0°%%p QW77 1°77Y — "W 1°VIINYI1 — And when the new ones
begin to bud, the old ones are still present. However, beyond these derivations: 1} 'f;l?ﬂ
22707 23°p 2% 13°37 YR "9 173732 199X X2 72 — And besides this, it has come
to us through tradition from Moshe Rabbeinu, who received it thus at Sinai. One may
ask why the Torah did not simply state this explicitly: ,2%3°%27 5: 'IW'W’D 'mﬁmw' oyum
- 1N% M08 — The reason the Torah specified all the other species exp11c1tly,
but regardlng the esrog was vague — is in order to teach us an important principle: 573

.2 7?5_7:!2? TR by 11739’? TW8IY — so that we would need to rely upon the Oral
Torah. This demonstrates a fundamental concept: Q1% 2N23W N7IN2 PPRY 1:’? nﬁm-ﬂ?

LIN2R =] '737:!27 'mn'n nwm:m M%¥% — to show us that there is no mltzvah in the
Written Torah that is fully exp11c1t and the Oral Torah elucidates it. A parallel example
illustrates this principle: ,1°% NN 7Y %23 5N 12°0 LW TWIN2 N7 1XYW 919 — As we
explained in Choshen Mishpat, Siman 420, regarding “an eye for an eye,” where the
Written Torah’s literal meaning is clarified by the Oral tradition, NNl 12 ’?S_?:W TInnT
.2N22% 77302 0°°0 M7 — that the Oral Torah gives the breath of life to the Written
Torah. .M 7%Y02 QW 1°°Y — See there in Seif 8.

§2 17109 W21 MINX — An esrog that is dried out is invalid. The 77 discusses how
to determme thlS. ,s'lﬂ’b"l 'lbD.'n'WD MY TUINTT WIE - MY YY) D 2N
.'s'lf:l"? DI N°%9% 1K) — And the Tur wrote: (The measure of dryness — the Raavad
explained that this is when the moisture has been depleted, and it does not exude any
moisture. He explains the significance of this: 111 7®2% 077 123 X7°0% M%7 °2 — For
moisture to a fruit is like blood to living flesh, and therefore: X837 - 12 NITY 1 77;!2?
AnYenon I 17297 PRI AN ,i'l[l”? — so as long as it is moist, it will exude moisture,
either from the pressure of a knife or from squeezing it. X% X - vy ﬂ?j?_{'? '?;N
,n'l[l”? — But after it has dried out, it will not exude moisture, however there is a practical
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difficulty: .30 IX SMID? IWON XKW *D7 WP PY NP> 727Y XPX — but checking
it is difficult, because one cannot squeeze it or cut it. The Raavad therefore suggests a
method OWD-T19n 92 'PNW' 2 '{1’: 528 — But since a hole that does not diminish
(.12 — one can pass a needle or thread through it, and if there is moisture in it it
will be visible on the thread.) .7"28777 371,333 182 7Y — Thus far his words, and
this is according to the Raavad. However, we follow a different ruling: ™ N272 128 ’?;8
19901 X922 02 2108 - 127 9298 2727 1212 — But we hold that a hole that goes from
side to side invalidates [the esrog] even without any diminishment. Therefore, one must
be careful when checking: 771 T¥ 17°BR 712y K® ©IN7 IX ©ARIT IR 9978 12 XY
'1:575 "2yn 1Y '7;1 ,JNT — And if so, one must be careful that the needle or thread
does not pass even to the seed compartments, and certainly not from side to side. For
the ruleis: .(X TOP 1°Y0 1"11 1"2) ININW 119 2100 - YT 117 7Y INT — for even [a
hole reaching] to the seed compartments invalidates [the esrog], as will be explained
(Bach and Taz, Seif Katan 1). ¥ 57707 ¥°3° KPY 12,7102 vnn 23nn° X7 199
(N 7UP 7°Y0 ORN2N 12n) — Therefore, one should not insert the needle forcefully, so
that it does not reach the seed compartments (Magen Avraham, Seif Katan 1).

[ gﬁ HaracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

How to Check Whether an Esrog Is Moist

Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Section 1): SAH: Puncture the esrog with a needle and
thread. If the esrog is moist, the moisture will be visible on the thread.

Take care that the needle does not reach the seed compartments or pass through the
other side of the esrog. To limit how deeply the needle enters, use one whose eye is
near its point but whose shaft continues above the eye.

§3 21097 ,X7 Wi ONTI - NAPW TN RITY MINNT X P02 XA 1037 209 —
And the Rema wrote in Seif 1 that an esrog from the previous year is certainly dried
out, and invalid. .ﬁJiW’? 183 7Y — Thus far his words. This implies an important princi-
ple: 2100 — 77 No¥IR APODRY ,LART AP T2 308 KPT RITI? YRWR — And it clearly
implies that the needle test does not help, and even if it exudes moisture, it is invalid.
The source for thisis: 1T 117 XPT yWR (2 X?) X12327 — for in the Gemara (31b)
it implies that it is not considered “beautiful” (hadar), as the Gemara teaches: :RXN7T
2108 - 101 29K — for it was taught in a Baraisa: An old esrog is invalid. 2NYY
JT2PY 1IWR RIT "W — And an unspecified “old” means from the previous year.

O 1Y 1T 0 N'?"l‘ NRYY WI2N) — And it explains the reason is that it is not con-
sidered “beautiful,” see there. Alternatively: T23% 2"t 13702 1712 BT 52 TWDN X
9% NP — Or it is possible to say that our Sages of blessed memory established
that its moisture has been depleted, mb; N - 'If:l"? NN° OX AR — and even if
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moisture appears, it is of no consequence. .(7127 1TOPNRY 11"3) ﬂ’?ﬁ"f;'}ij M7V 1N —
And so agreed the great authorities (Bach and Eliyahu Rabbah). However, there is a dis-
senting view: 1) DI NP*12 3% — 12 *112 INWIY DONI 128 ONT iR AEINY o v
.(27UP 7°Y0 — And there is one who wishes to say that if we see that its beauty re-
mains, the thread test helps (Taz, Seif Katan 2). But this view is rejected: 11°3 ,N7°71 8'51:
.(7299795K) 1773y 922 210D 7)1 - 111202 21 11217 — But this is not correct, since
our Sages of blessed memory invalidated it, it is invalid in all circumstances (Eliyahu
Rabbah).

[ @ HavracHIic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

Status of Last Year’s Esrog

Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Section 2): SAH: States clearly: ‘An esrog over which one
recited a blessing during the previous year need not be checked, for it will certainly be
found to be dried out.’

[ %T HaracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

Esrogim held in cold storage or frozen

Shaar HaTziyun 648 sk 8; Piskei Teshuvos 648:2; Igros Moshe OC 1:185:
Whereas the Aruch HaShulchan treats last year’s esrog as certainly dried out, the Shaar
HaTziyun (sk 8) reports validating an esrog more than a full year oft the tree that had
been sealed from the air in a metal vessel and keptin a cold, damp place, after the thread
test showed it had not shriveled.

From this it is concluded that esrogim kept in cold storage, now routine for many
fruits, may be used even though they are from the previous year, provided they look
normal and still hold moisture, and provided they were stored under refrigeration and
not soaked in water (Pisker Teshuvos 648:2).

Fruit that was frozen is another matter. R> Moshe Feinstein rules stringently: such
fruit keeps its normal appearance for only a few days after it is taken out of the freezer
and then rots entirely, which shows that the freezing itself changed the fruit, so it
should not be used even before the spoiling appears (Igros Moshe OC 1:185).

§4 .33 nemibmon DUtRR WaTHT ,WaT2 3INNT 17390 W) — And there are those
who preserve the esrog in honey, for the honey maintains the moisture within it. How-
ever, this does not automatically make it valid: .ﬁﬂ’t;f;tl? WIN ON P73 N‘?: oipn 5;731 —
Nevertheless, without checking, one cannot validate it. %3 - "IU"? 12 ¥ ON :13p7a7
.(1"2) — And one should check it: if there is moisture in it, it is valid (Bach). How-
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ever, there is a dissenting view: ,(17 TOP 7°¥0 1"V) W22 Qyvn 15019!27 "n ¥ — And
there is one who invalidates it because of “pickling” (Taz, Seif Katan 17), and this is
based on the principle that: .IX2N"Y 3220 230D €201 — and a pickled [esrog] is invalid,
as will be explained. The first opinion responds to this concern: :17210 MIWNT Ny N
- 75D 922 09K IRY 112 ,IN°MIPNP2 11299RR WaTHT 11°2 — And the first opinion
holds: since the honey maintains its moisture, as we see with all fruits — 77 N®
(127 ﬂﬂ:’?N: yRwn127) mn '{’2;57? 2122 — the concept of “pickling” does not apply
regarding the mitzvah (and so it implies in the Eliyahu Rabbah). However, in practice:
19y 73m0% nwp nryn? 11 — However, in practice, it is difficult to rely on this.
There is another preservation method: 1IN 1°2°23721 ,7M1YW32 ININR 120IWWIY SnynRY 12
,71277 2%PNR - MYW2 2°20 2°20 — And similarly I have heard that when they embed
it in wax, and seal it all around with wax, it is preserved for a long time, 7°X 17 O3
.Myn? 73207 — and this too should not be relied upon in practice.

[ @ HaracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

When an Esrog Is Considered Pickled

Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Section 25): SAH: An esrog is considered pickled if it
was soaked for 24 hours in water, fruit juice, or another liquid. This applies even if it
was soaked in honey, although honey tends to preserve food. The ruling appears to

follow the 72’s stringent view rather than the Bach’s lenient view cited by the Aruch
HaShulchan.

§5 "INz 13 WD - "u YRR IR" 1IIPY WAnD Dipn Pon 20D - w2t 23 By XY
.0°3°2 — And even though a dried [esrog] is invalid, nevertheless a withered one —
which they call in Yiddish “tzu veyalet” — is valid, as with the other species. This
has explicit Talmudic support: = 101D 19131 RINY (R X?) X232 RO772 NI 19
0”2 — And so it states explicitly in the Gemara (31a) which says: And all of them
[the Four Species], when withered, are valid. This raises a question about certain sources:

STROR 927 NI - I0D WARDT DUSNNRm NN NRiN2 REmIY AR M 0D — And
according to this, what is found in the Rokeach and in the responsa of the Maharil that
a withered [esrog] is invalid — is quite puzzling. .PRT7 NYW2 WIW 2302 "7 —
And in the Mordechai it is written that it is valid in a pressing situation. The Bezs Yosef
addresses this discrepancy: 91270 12°9 Ai0 ’ﬁ'l‘.-}tl 19292 791> N727 12°371 2n2 712 AN
,01273 NPV XINT — And regarding this too, our master the Beis Yosef wrote in his
great work at the end of Siman 649 that it is a printing error, 1Y ,"%/1232" 212 7°1)
.0% — and it should read “pickled” (kavush), see there. However, the Aruch HaShulchan
offers another explanation: W2%N3 MY RDT >1° YT DNND - WD S2007 1PXT NN
.12 D3 IN8P" — And it appears that those who invalidate a withered [esrog] — their
intent is that through the withering, part of it has also become dried out. Support for
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this interpretation: @7 DIMIN 131) W22 0901 WAn22 2NNy >R Ninang yuwn 19
.(12°07 — And so it implies in the Hagahos Ashri, who began [discussing] a withered
[esrog] and concluded [discussing] a dried one (Magen Avraham, beginning of this
Siman). However, there is another textual variant: :(X 1?) ND°"27 N°27 2"N22 DanN
210D - "0 PIY W20 ,mND ,mEn 33X — However, in the Behag he cites the
Baraisa (36a): An esrog that is swollen, putrid, pickled, cooked, etc. — is invalid.
And in the Behag’s version: ."%/122" N’?ﬂ "wn2" RN°X 2"M331 — And in the Behag it
reads “withered” (kamush) and not “pickled” (kavush). According to this reading: ’D’?ﬂ
2AnRa 'f;‘? Qn - QOW2 1WINIT NIT a%i% g M — And according to this, we
must say that the ruling that withered ones are valid — applies to all [species] except
the esrog. .’7""11'!?:‘{!1: A1 N3 IMY NI 71721 — And it is clear that this is the
textual reading of the Rokeach and the Maharil. %> 121 ,%DQ YInIT NUWE M ’D’?ﬂ
.mﬂﬁﬂ’? — And according to this, it is obvious that a withered [esrog] is invalid, and
so should one rule. (.0% 1°°¥ ,727 37°7PX7 202 197) — (And so wrote the Eliyahu
Rabbabh, see there.)

[ @ HaracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS 7%

Whether a Withered Esrog Is Valid

Mishnab Beruvab (Sk. 2) / Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Section 1): MB: A with-
ered esrog is valid even if completely withered, because it still contains some mois-
ture. However, following the Magen Avrabam, it must be checked with a needle and
thread.

SAH: A withered esrog is valid, with no requirement to check it. Both authorities are
lenient, unlike the Aruch HaShulchan, who follows the Behag’s reading and invalidates
a withered esrog.

§6 :11°7°°nY P722 0" 202 — The Rambam wrote in Chapter Eight, Halachah
7: where he records the following ruling regarding holes in an esrog: 23 2R°3¥ 237NX)
210D - RINY P2 WPIDR — “An esrog that has a hole perforated through and through,
of any size — is invalid. .510@ -0 IN PR32 P ON ,W";?ﬂb?; 1KY — And ifiitis not
perforated through, if it was the size of an isar or more — it is invalid. R 22 20N
,ﬁJW?? IND 7Y (.’7’!0@ - — If it is lacking any amount — it is invalid.“ Thus far his
words. The Aruch HaShulchan now explains the Rambam’s meaning: 92 @9 2p37 12192
210 - wWhrER 19K 1P°DR AN 92 DY 11990 ,13991 — That is to say: a hole
that has a deficit, and the deficit is from the actual flesh of the esrog, even if it is not
perforated through — it is invalid. 717 D@ PY3W 1332 12°°77 1970 42 1KY 2p3 22X
,J2 R¥1"21 — But a hole that has no deficit — meaning, for example, if a peg or the like
was inserted there,— 2172 21N QYR 00 X2 Dipn D2m1 ,2p12 BIPRI TYYIY — so
that the place became like a hole, yet nothing is actually lacking from the substance of
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the esrog — in such a case there is a distinction: ,1°%2¥ 5;: LADQ’[ W?ﬁbh 3 PP U —
there is a distinction between a perforated hole, which is invalid in all circumstances,
J0°ND 7% WLMB?: J1°821 — and one that is not perforated through, which requires
the size of an isar to be invalid.

[ @ HaracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

Hole Without Substance Loss

Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Sections 3-4): SAH: Clarifies that when a hole lacks none
of the esrog’s substance (e.g., pierced by a thick peg), it is valid if smaller than an isar.
The measurement considers a hypothetical circle that could be made from the hole’s
area, regardless of shape (round, square, or elongated).

§7 ?"wpren" X3 121 — And what is called “perforated through”? There are different
opinions: '\2}75 72YR RPNTT 27NN W2 — Some say specifically from one side to the
other side. i.c., the hole must go completely through the esrog. YR? SRTINT DIRIN TN
299 92y P8 - YT 2770 0W 19Y ,3N°ANN2 — And some say that certainly at
the bottom, in its base, where the seed chambers end — it requires penetration from
one side to the other. T ,WPIDR PR - YT 2170 TY 227D LANNT P02 PaN
.J¥%%2 — But throughout the rest of the esrog, when it is perforated until the seed
chambers — it is called perforated, for this is its perforation. The Aruch HaShulchan
now explains the anatomical structure of the esrog: W'?!? YT TN 7Y MNNN2 W YT
:ﬂﬁB"?Q — And know that in the esrog, until the seed chambers, there are three layers:
,'f”?§ 7R3 NI ,TRR NP7 RNY i'l;ﬂ"?}ﬂj NART — The first is the upper one, which is
very thin, and it is like a type of skin, .1712 7233 12 OX NPX 2108 DI 1K 921 — and
regarding it there is no disqualification unless it is entirely peeled off. it 12°7p 23
LI 23NN 17739 NAMINT Y TN P9 03N 20D — And regarding this rind
the Rambam wrote in Chapter Eleven of Terumos, concerning esrogim of terumabh,
.0 17y 0519 2O7I0K DIpR - PIn ONIN POOPWRY o8 BY AN 119DO9RT — that their
rinds, even though they are discarded, are nevertheless forbidden to non-Kohanim,
see there. .N17°D7 D22W NPT 12°?R2 3MT — For this is like the thin peel found on
all fruits. Now the second layer: T9 9187 1937 25 NATW 1297 75°2pi o7 Nowm)
YNNI %170 — And the second is the thick rind, which is the entire wall of the esrog
until the seed chambers. ,"71y" X1 12p7p7 21y ’?;W in3 ,".'I@"?,?" NP3 M an —
And this too is called “rind,” just as the entire thickness of the gizzard is called “skin,”
AN%2K %Y AW %2 DY X — even though this is the main edible part. 23 X7
,2¥7T 9770 07 97987 R°YT ,12 MINN2 — And here too with the esrog it is the same,
for the main fruit is the seed chambers, .27 RP2 1P2YY W27 — and the flesh
upon it is called rind. .1IN2NIY D32P37 7IY°Y N7 121 — And regarding it apply the
measurements of holes that were explained. Now the third layer: @W2% @ :noWPwm



